STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Nirbhai Singh Sidhu, S.D.O.( Retd.)

Vil. Khirnian, P.O. Muskabad -via Samrala

District Ludhiana.



 

--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O.XEN, Personal Division

R.S. Dam, Shahpur Kandi


____   Respondent 






CC No-215/2010   

Present:
Sh. Nirbhai Singh Sidhu, Complainant in person.


Sh. Chanderkant, AE O/o Personal Division, RSD, Shapur 


Kandi. 


Sh. Harbhajan Singh, SDO Enforcement Town ship Division 


with Sh. Nirbhay Singh Sidhu. 

ORDER:



In pursuance of the order passed during the hearing on 07.04.2010, Sh. Nirbhai Singh Sidhu, Complainant has since inspected the record and registers on 5th May, 2010. PIO has also been supplied the full documents as per the list given by him to the PIO on that day against due receipt. Complainant states that the information was not supplied on the same day as per the directions of the Commission. However, it is observed that Sh. Nirbhai Singh Sidhu, Complainant never come on the day decided by the Commission but on a fresh date fixed by the PIO who accommodated him nevertheless. I am therefore, of the view that no further action is called for and the case is hereby disposed of.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya, UT, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. The Controller of Stores,

Punjab, Sector 10, Chandigarh.


____   Respondent 






CC No-249-2010   
Present:
 Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant in person.



Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-ACS(E) Controller of Stores, Pb. 


with S. Satveer Singh, APIO. 



Sh. Krishan Kumar, Steno to Additional Controller of stores.  

ORDER:



Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant’s complaint dated 20.01.2010 in connection with his RTI application dated 24.08.2009 was considered by the Commission in its hearing held on 07.04.2010 and detailed instructions given on the manner in which information was to be supplied. Thereafter, full information had already stood supplied except on point no. 2 where the attested copy of letter from the Additional Controller forwarding the confidential reports of various officials to the Director Industries and Commerce was supplied, although attested copy did not bear any number or date. Complainant had stated that it would be difficult for him to trace the said reference further in the office of the Director Industries and Commerce without these details being supplied which were stated by the PIO to be in the custody of Sh. Krishan Kumar, Steno to Additional Controller of Stores. Sh. Krishan Kumar has appeared himself and has brought the original forwarding letter, which contains the receipts of the said documents from the office of the Director Industries from two branches. Since, Sh. Krishan Kumar has got this receipted himself and he was asked to identify the signatures of the receiving individuals (two in number) for different categories of employees which he got receipted personally. After seeing the original, it is also seen that there are cuttings in item no. 21, 22 and 23, in the numbering, as well as in the name etc. against item no. 21. That also needs comments from Sh. Krishan Kumar in view of the fact that the copy of  
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the forwarding letter supplied to the Complainant does not have the same cuttings. An attested photo copy of the same should be supplied to the Complainant today with comments regarding cuttings, if any, on the part of Sh. Krishan Kumar.  Full information should be supplied today and the receipt should be supplied on the record of the Commission. 
2.

The explanation of the Controller Stores has also been submitted vide his letter dated 19.05.2010.  At the same time on 18.05.2010, Complainant has give a three page representation stating that the delay was not inadvertent but deliberate since the said information was required by him to be presented during the hearing in his ACR case given to him by Secretary, Industries. It is only due to this delay that he has not been able to produce the papers. It is seen that no copy of this representation has been given to the reply, it should be supplied immediately and the PIO may give his reply.  


Adjourned to 30.06.2010.  
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya, UT, Chandigarh.



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O. The Controller of Stores,

Punjab, Sector 10, Chandigarh.;


____   Respondent 






CC No-250-2010   

Present:
 Sh.  Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gurmeet Singh, PIO-cum-ACS(E) Controller of Stores, Pb. 


with S. Satveer Singh, APIO. 

ORDER:



Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant’s complaint in connection with his RTI application dated 24.08.2009 was considered in detail in the first hearing of the Commission held on 07.04.2010 and specific directions given for manner in which documents were to be provided to him. The PIO has since presented compliance report to the Commission vide covering letter dated 21.04.2010 reporting that the Complainant has since duly inspected the necessary dispatch registers/supply order registers, given a list of documents that he requires which have been duly supplied to him free of cost. He has also been permitted to get colored Photostat copies of the pages which he needed at his own cost as directed by the Commission. Complainant confirms that he has received the full information asked for by him in his RTI application.

2.

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant has given  three page representation in which he states that much delay has been cause and this delay has been used to tamper with the documents. I, however, find that no copy of the same has been provided to the PIO to enable him to give his comments today. It is observed that implications of the contents of the documents 
CC No-250-2010   








-2-

cannot be gone into by the Commission but must be urged before the Competent Authority in the Executive in a separate complaint/representation. 


Adjourned to 30.06.2010.    








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS)  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kalia R.D.

Chamber No. 7, 2nd Floor,

SCO 137-138, Madhya Marg,

Sec 8-C, Chandigarh. 
  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Addl. Secretary to Govt.

Punjab, Deptt of Irrigation, Mini Sectt. 

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 




____   Respondent 






CC No-3280-2009   
Present:
 None for Complainant. 

Smt. Romi Devi, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the APIO-cum-
Superintendent.

Smt. Kuldeep kaur, Sr. Assistant and Sh. Kashmira Singh Sr. 

Asstt.   
ORDER:


In accordance with the order of the Commission passed on 15.04.2010, the representative of the PIO states that it has been checked up that  the information asked for by Sh. Kalia R.D., Complainant regarding rules, instructions, delegations etc is not available on the website. For the remaining, she states that instructions available on point number (i), (ii), (iii) and (vi) (there is no point no. iv) have been supplied to the Complainant vide covering letter dated 13.05.2010 by registered post. A copy of the same has been placed on the record of the Commission. It had already been ruled that no reply was required to be given for point no. (v).   
2.

Sh. Kalia R.D., Complainant had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be conducted today. He could have come himself or through representative to make any submission regarding deficiencies, if any, perceived by him in the information supplied but he has chosen not to do so. With this, the case is hereby disposed of and closed. 


Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Kalia R.D.

Chamber No. 7, 2nd Floor,

SCO 137-138, Madhya Marg,

Sec 8-C, Chandigarh. 
  




--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Addl. Secretary to Govt.

Punjab, Deptt of Irrigation, Mini Sectt. 

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 




____   Respondent 






CC No-3280-A/2009     

Present:
 None for Complainant. 
Smt. Romi Devi, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the APIO-cum-
Superintendent.
Smt. Kuldeep kaur, Sr. Assistant and Sh. Kashmira Singh Sr. 

Asstt.   
ORDER:



Sh. Kalia R.D., Complainant had sought information regarding PW Miscellaneous Advances as on 01.04.2000 for the state. The PIO had stated that this information was not available at the headquarters of the Chief Engineer, Irrigation, but that a reference has been made to all the Chief Engineers to supply the information directly to the Complainant. On the last date of hearing, the Commission had observed that this information should be available at Headquarters since the final figures are collected and reported to the A.G. before closing of account for each year. The PIO referred the said order to the Additional Director Finance and Accounts of the Directorate who has sent a reply that no such information is available in a consolidated manner at headquarters. 
2.

The PIO states that after the reference from the Headquarters Chief Engineers of 27 divisions have sent the information directly to the Complainant and the remaining would also be sending the same since they have already been directed by the head office to do so. For the remaining all 
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information available at headquarters on the points contained in the RTI application including copies of proceedings of meeting of the Administrative Department with reference to CGA paras in connection with PW Miscellaneous advances have been supplied to the Complainant.  The PIO has sent the information to him through registered post on 13.05.2010 and placed a copy of the information supplied alongwith proof of registry on the record of the Commission. 
3.
The PIO is required to give the information held in his custody. In view of the undersigned he is not required to carry out a mammoth exercise of collecting the information from all over the State from other PIO’s and providing it to the Complainant. PIO has already issued the necessary directions and now the remaining offices would supply information at their own level. 
4.

Sh. Kalia R.D., Complainant had due and adequate notice of the adjudication of the case at the hearing to be held today. He has not appeared in person or through representative nor has he sent any communication. 

As such, the case is hereby disposed of with the above observations.    
                                                                                 Sd/-
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Rajesh Ralhan,

R/o 47, Main Market, 

Nangal Township, Tehsil Nangal,

District Ropar. 




--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Pr. Secy., Irrigation Pb. 

Punjab Mini Sectt. Sector 9,Chandigarh. 


____   Respondent  





CC No-3362-2009     

Present:
 Sh. Rajesh Ralhan, Complainant in person.


Smt. Mahinder Kaur, Assistant for APIO.  

ORDER:



In compliance with order dated 15.04.2010, the PIO states that vide letter dated 17.05.2010 and 18.05.2010 information has been supplied to the Complainant after getting the information from BBMB and the Chief Engineer, Canals. Complainant states that this information is neither complete nor attested. He may state his objections in writing to the PIO with copy to the Commission filed atleast 10 days before the next date of hearing. Complainant may keep in mind that it is not possible to authenticate papers, originals of which are not available in the custody of the PIO.  


Adjourned to 30.06.2010. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh.Ashish Kumar,

O/o Director/Civil, Hydel Design,

Hydel Bhawan Sector 18-B, 

Hall No. 2, PSEB, Chd.  



--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SE, Distribution Circle,

PSEB, Patiala. 
 



____   Respondent 






CC No-3498-2009  
Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Som Nath Gandhi, APIO-cum-Superintendent DS Division 


Power Com. Patiala. 

ORDER:



With reference to the order dated 15.04.2010, Sh. Ashish Kumar, Complainant has himself reported vide his letter dated 18.05.2010 that Sr. XEN, Rajpura has permitted to access to the record on 18.05.2010, which is one day before the date of hearing. He has, therefore, requested that the case may be adjourned and he has also requested for an early next date of hearing.
2.

APIO states that the Complainant has been shown the ledgers, has taken notes and as per the directions of the Commission, he has required to make the amended Form-16 himself on actual payment basis.  APIO states that on the last date no representative of the PIO could attend the hearing due to the ongoing strike of the employees of the PSEB in the whole State. He states that the mobile number of the Complainant contained in order of the Commission remained switched off and could not be accessed by the office. Thereafter, they had to check up the telephone number of his office from the Director who got it further from the Deputy Director and a message was sent to him to come and inspect the said record which he has done. Complainant visited the office on 18.05.2010 and thereafter left without giving any acknowledgment of having examined the ledgers/registers etc and without asking for the documents. The 
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orders of the Commission were very clear that he was permitted to inspect the ledgers which he has done and thereafter he is to prepare the proformas for the Form-16 himself and get them attested later as may be necessary. The hearing cannot be adjourned without any adequate reason therefor.     
3.

In case, Complainant had anything specific to say he could have done it in writing but he has not done so and just to state that due to unavoidable circumstances, I cannot join the hearing, is not enough reason to give further adjournment when the action has already been completed by the PIO. 



With this, the case is hereby disposed of.   
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010  

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Vinod Kumar 

#476, Green Field, Amritsar


--------Complainant  







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Dy. C.E. Operation,

Urban City, PSEB, Amritsar.   



____   Respondent 






CC No-636-2010    

Present:
None for the complainant.



Er. Jasbir Singh, APIO-cum-XEN for the PIIO.



Er. Navneet Goyal, SDO, Power Corpn. Amritsar.

ORDER:


The representative of the PIO has  presented a letter dated 18.5.10 addressed by the Dy. Chief Engineer Operation City Circle, Amritsar addressed to the Commission vide which full information has been provided to Shri Vinod Kumar. No copy of this has been found to be endorsed to Shri Vinod Kumar, which should be done immediately.  However, he has also presented a letter dated 13.5.10 addressed to Sh. Vinod Kumar, which is slightly different. A copy has been presented to the Commission  for its record. This has been sent by speed post (proof of speed post has  not been brought but he is taken at his word). 
2.
Shri vinod Kumar had due and adequate notice of the hearing to be held today, who was also present himself on the last date of hearing. He has neither appeared himself or through representative nor has sent any further communication. I have seen the reply dated 18.5.10 as well as the letter addressed to Shri Vinod Kumar dated 13.5.10 sent by the PIO and am of the view that the information asked for  by him in his RTI application has been provided in full. 


With this, the case is hereby disposed of.

Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Bansi Lal Sharma,

#T-2/155, RSD Staff Colony,

Shahpur Kandi Township, 

Tehsil. Pathankot Distt. Gurdaspur.



Appellant






Vs. 

PIO O/o Joint Director (Addl.),

Pb. PWD B&R, Patiala..




--------Respondent. 




&

First Appellate Authority-cum-Chief Engineer, (Electrical)

PWD B&R Branch, Mini Sectt., Patiala.  

AC No-65/ 2010    
Present:
 Sh. Bansi Lal Sharma, Appellant in person.


Sh. Inderjit Singh Kochhar, APIO-cum-Superintendent for PIO. 

ORDER:



With reference to the orders of the Commission passed in the hearing dated 16.04.2010, the PIO states that vide registered covering letter dated 10.05.2010 alongwith full annexures information has been sent free of charge to the Appellant. A copy of this had also be sent to the State Information Commission. Appellant stated that he has come to Ludhiana for the hearing four days in advance due to his age and had not received the same. Since, Appellant has not received the original papers which will be received by him in due course a photo stat of the same may be supplied to him today. 
2.

Appellant Sh. Bansi Lal Sharma has also sent letter dated nil received in the Commission on 13.05.2010 in which he has given his own version of the orders passed by the Commission to the PIO and the First Appellant Authority. PIO states that it has been received on 18.05.2010 and full reply is given to the Appellant. 
3.

Appellant may now study the papers which have been received by him and only thereafter point out to the PIO with copy to the Commission, any deficiencies which remain, although the Commission is of the view that 
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information has been supplied on all points as per the RTI application. Appellant may also keep in mind that perceived acts of omission and commission of the Department are to be brought to the notice of the Competent Authority in the Executive and not to the notice of the Commission which is not empowered to deal with them. Also it is clarified to him that no new seniority list can be prepared of Junior Engineers showing to them as cadre as per perception of the Appellant. Only the record as is available can be given to him and no papers having further legal implications can be provided under the Right to Information Act, 2005. 
3.

Appellant states that no provisional seniority list has been provided to him only tentative seniority list has been provided to him. However, I have checked the original file of the PIO and find that seniority list of Junior Engineers (electrical) as on 30.06.2008 has been circulated vide memo no. 2336-46 dated 06.08.2008 to the concerned SE’s and the Executive Engineers asking that the said list be brought to the notice of the all junior engineers and objections, if any, be sent by them before 14.08.2009 and that the said seniority list would further be subject to decision in pending court cases. APIO has also stated on oath that other than this there is no other provisional seniority list. A copy of the same be placed on the record of the Commission.  


Adjourned to 30.06.2010. 

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Chaman Lal S/O Sh. Nisha Ram,

Vill. Chankoan, Tehsil Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.

Appellant






Vs. 

PIO O/o SDO-I, PSEB Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.



&
First Appellate Authority-cum 

SE, PSEB Balachaur, Distt. SBS Nagar.

--------Respondent. 








AC No-124/ 2010   
Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the PIO.
 

ORDER:


On the directions of the undersigned, Private Secretary of the Bench enquired from the complainant on his mobile phone  whether he has inspected the record as the  direction given in the last order of the Commission and has received the information to his satisfaction.  The  complainant stated that he was not shown the record by the PIO despite his repeated visits to his office. He also told him that the information supplied to him is incomplete and irrelevant. He has requested for an adjournment. 
2.
In view of the above position, the Complainant should point out the exact deficiencies to the PIO in writing with copy to the Commission. The PIO may also explain why the directions of the Commission were not complied with.  The PIO is also directed to supply the required information to the complainant at least 10 days before the next date of hearing. A copy of the information supplied to the complainant  may be sent to the Commission for its record. 

Adjourned to 30.6.2010. 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Subhash Kumar Jain, S/O late Sh. Labhu Ram Jain,

M/S Lismag Engineering Co. 

A-2, Old Focal Point, Jalandhar.




Appellant






Vs. 

PIO O/o PSIEC, 18 Himalaya Marg, 

Sector 17-A,Chandigarh,



&

First Appellate Authority-cum 

MD, PSIEC, 18 Himalaya Marg, 

Sector 17-A,Chandigarh,




--------Respondent. 


AC No-134/ 2010    
Present:
Shri Surinder Kumar on behalf of the Appellant.



Shri G.S.sandhu, APIO-Manager Legal, PSIEC.



Shri Jagjivan Singh, AO, Planning.



Sh. H.S.Kapur, SO, Planning.

ORDER:


With reference to order dated 16.4.10, information has been supplied vide letter dated 19.5.10 to Shri Subhash Kumar Jain with copy endorsed to the Commission, along with annexures by the AO Planning. The Appellant is not satisfied as no details have been given in the said calculation sheet. Neither has the information been provided regarding the actual payment of stamp duty stated to have been levied on the enhanced amount. The matter has been discussed and explained to the AO who has asked for an adjournment. The adjournment is given.
The PIO is directed to supply the information immediately. The Commission shall award a token compensation by way of reimbursement of fare for any further visit fruitless appearance in the Commission on the next date.  

Adjourned to 6.7.2010. 

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Singh Billa, 
S/O late Sh. Jung Singh,

V&PO: Lasoi, Tehsil Malerkotla, 
Distt. Sangrur.






-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o SDO, PSEB, Malerkotla.



--------Respondent. 






CC No-301/2010   

Present:
Shri Darshan Singh Billa, complainant in person.



Shri Gurcharan Singh, SDO, Kup Kalan.



Shri Avinash Kumar, SDC, PSEB Malerkotla on behalf of PIO.
ORDER:


On the last date of hearing on 16.4.10, the case had been partially considered. The original files regarding the leave of Shri Amrik Singh, ALM,  along with file in which the complaints made by  Darshan Singh from time to time had been dealt, was  directed to be produced in the Commission today. Shri Avinash Kumar, SDC states that the original file containing full papers has been brought, including affidavits filed by Shri Amrik Singh at the time of rejoining service on 15.9.08. After going through the file in a very perfunctory manner, with reference to the RTI complaint it appears that a  deliberate attempt has been made to fudge the date of arrest and release of Sh. Amrik Singh involved in FIR No. 105 dated 15.8.08 filed by Shri Darshan Singh, present complainant naming Shri Amrik Singh as accused. According to Shri Darshan Singh, Sh. Amrik Singh was arrested  after the incident on 14.8.09. Shri Amrik Singh remained in police custody/jail for more than a month, till after 19.9.09,  whereas according to the departmental record he remained absent, but rejoined on 15.9.09 for one day and again  was absent. Therefore, the story from the papers available on file speaks differently from the version of the complainant. The papers appear to have been tampered with regarding dates as there are cuttings etc.  on  some crucial reports i.e. of the judicial court and the police papers  available
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2.         I order the following action may be taken:-
(i)
The  file  has been taken into custody of the Commission and sealed after paging by the UDC (pages 1-143) against due receipt from the Commission. (ii) 
Shri Darshan Singh states that one complaint given earlier on 3.5.09 which had been diarized in the office on 4.5.09 is not available on this file. It may be located.
iii)
A photocopy of the whole file is to be provided to Shri Darshan Singh containing index and details of documents and a photocopy should also be taken by the PIO so that the action may be continued as may be  required under the RTI Act.

iv)
Concerned relevant pages of the file  be flagged and attested copies be provided to Shri Darshan Singh on the next date of hearing. 

v)
A certificate of attendance of the hearing in the Commission should be given to Sh. Avinash Kumar, SDC   who was deputed for election duty for today. 
(vi)
Both parties should attend the Commission to make photocopy on 28.5.2010.
(vii)
The SDO, PSEB Malerkotla present in the Commission today should give his comments on the overwriting/discrepancies of dates pointed out and satisfy himself regarding the papers being supplied under the RTI.

Adjourned to 2.6.2010.
                                                                                         Sd/-
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Joginder Singh S./O Bhola Singh,
R.O Bholath, Distt. Kapurthala.



-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o SDO, Asstt. XEN, PSEB, Bholath.


--------Respondent. 






CC No-339/2010 

Present:
Shri Joginder Singh, complainant in person.



Er. Mohnder Ram, APIO-cum-SDO, PSEB Bholath.



Er. Jagmohan Singh, JE.



Er. JAswinder Singh, JE.
ORDER:

The PIO states that the information asked for has been supplied. However, the applicant states that full information of A/C No. B3 1743 sanctioned to Shri Dasondha Singh S/O Sh. Natha Singh has not been supplied to them and neither has the original file be located so far. Nor have the observations of the Commission in its order dated 16.4.10 been complied with. The PIO states that he requires some more time which is given to him.


Adjourned to 30.6.10. 








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Jaspal Singh, H/O late Smt. Ranjit Kaur, LDC,

35, Shiv Colony, Kapurthala.


-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o Sr. XEN, PSEB Sub Urban, Kapurthala.

--------Respondent. 






CC No-346/2010  

Present:
Sh. Jaspal Singh complainant in person.



Sh. Avrinder Singh, APIO-cum-Sr. XEN, PSEB Kapurthala.
ORDER:


In pursuance of the orders of the Commission dated 16.4.2010, the APIO has presented a letter dated 18.5.10 in which the entire position regarding the medical reimbursement i.e. in respect of point No. 1 of the RTI application has been explained, bringing the matter up-to-date and giving the latest status of the bills. In the last paragraph the matter regarding special pension has  also been clarified. The complainant states that he has received information vide letter dated 8.10.09, 26.3.10  and  29.3.10   with annexures. Since he has received the information today only during the hearing, he requires some time to study the papers, an adjournment is given to enable him to consider the same. In case he finds any specific deficiency, he may give it in writing to the PIO with a copy to the Commission.


Adjourned to 2.6.2010.









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Balwinder Singh 
S/o Sh. Gurbaksh Singh,

Vill: Bhutiwala, Tehsil Giderbaha, 
Distt. Muktsar.





-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o Abohar Canal Division, Abohar.

--------Respondent. 






CC No-359/2010   

Present:
 Sh. Kulbir Sekhon, Counsel for the Complainant. 


Sh. Pushpinder Kumar, Zilledar and Sh. Sarbhjit Singh, AEO 


on behalf of SDO, Muktsar.   
ORDER:



Sh. Sarbhjit Singh, AEO attended the hearing on behalf of APIO-cum-SDO, Muktsar, Canal Sub Division.  Vide his letter dated 18.05.2010, full information as is available has been provided for the concerned RTI application. APIO stated that an attempt was made to provide the information to the Complainant on 11.11.2009 but he had refused to receive the information through Patwari (as per the report of the Patwari witnessed by the Lambardar, Complainant had refused to receive the information). On the other hand, Counsel states that the information supplied is incomplete, incorrect and 189 days late. 
2.

The papers on the record have been gone through. It is not clear, which is the original RTI application. Counsel states that it is the application dated 10.10.2009, however, this application mentions in the body, a further letter dated 16.09.2009 (not on record) which is a communication made by the said office to him regarding yet an earlier RTI application (again not on record). In the RTI application dated 10.10.2009 a postal order has been mentioned without giving the date but there is no any receipt in the RTI application from the said office. The representative of the APIO has brought the original file with him which has been seen, the original application dated 10.10.2009 and original postal order duly acknowledged and receipted on 14.10.2009 is available at C-14 of the 
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file. Complainant is hereby directed to supply the previous RTI application and the other references mentioned in his letter dated 10.10.2009 so that it may be clear as to what is the scope of the RTI application while decide the complaint.  He is also directed to state in writing the exact deficiencies in the information supplied. 


Adjourned to 30.06.2010.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Manjinder Singh S/O Sh. Avtar Singh,

Gali Malaiya Wali, Mohalla Jaswant Singh,

# 15/552, Tarn Taran.




-------Complainant. 






Vs. 

PIO O/o Chief Minister,


 

Punjab, Pb. Civil Secretariat, 
Chandigarh. 





--------Respondent. 





CC No-364/2010  

Present:
Shri Manjinder Singh, complainant in person.



Er. Rajinder Singh, SDO Kairon, Tehsil. Patti. 
ORDER:


On the last date of hearing, full matter concerning the complaint of Sh. Manjinder Singh had been considered in  detail and finally the Commission issued directions to the PIO/ office of Chief Minister in accordance with para 2-4 of the order dated 16.4.2010. Unfortunately, communication has not been sent to the PIO/ office of CM by the office. Office is now directed to send a fresh notice of the complaint with a copy of the order dated 16.4.10 along with original complaint papers to the PIO, O/O CM.

2.
It had been noted in the order of the Commission in para 1 “Shri Manjinder Singh never again wrote to the CM’s office.”  However, today he has shown the original papers of his RTI application dated 18.11.09 in form A along with postal order of even date, which was sent to the PIO/ O/O CM. This was not evident in the photocopy of his RTI  application but is clear from the  original which has been seen today.

3.
In so far as the particular case of  giving compassionate appointment to Shri  Manjinder Singh S/O Sh. Avtar Singh, ex employee of the PSEB  is concerned, the concerned SDO is carrying  the original file with the application of Sh,. Manjinder Singh with him  including where solatium cheque of Rs. 3 lac which was being offered in lieu of offer of appointment has been refused by Sh. Manjinder Singh. Although the present SDO is not one of the respondents yet the letter has reached him in place of CM’s office. Since the original   
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file is with him, he has been asked to give a letter giving the history of the present status of the application of Sh. Manjinder Singh.


Adjourned to 2.6.2010.
                                                                                 Sd/-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(ptk) 

CC:- PIO O/o PSEB , Bathinda
 
CC:
Er. Rajinder Singh, SDO, Kairon, for action as para 2.

CC:
Addl. S.E. (Operation) Punjab State Power Corpn. Ltd. Patti. His office is removed from the list of Respondent for the future.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Sartej Singh Narula, Advocate,

# 23, Sector 10-A, Chandigarh.




--------Appellant 







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.



& 
2. Appellate Authority, Addl. M.D.,

Punjab Small Industries &

Export Corporation Ltd.,Sect. 17-A,Chandigarh.

--------Respondent 





AC No-366-2009, AC-365-2009, AC-550/2009 & AC-253/2010 
Present:
 Ms. Sarpreet Kaur, Advocate, on behalf of the Appellant  


Sh. Sartej Singh Narula, Adovate. 


Shri. G.S.Sandhu, APIO-cum-Manager Legal, PSIEC.



Sh. Rajwinder Singh, Advocate for Sh. Anish Sharma. 
ORDER:



Under consideration is transfer application dated 15.03.2010 filed by Ms. Sarpreet Kaur, Advocate for transfer of the three aforementioned cases from the present Bench. Sh. Rajwinder Singh, Advocate for Sh. Anish Sharma (who seeks to be impleaded as Third Party) stated that he has sought instructions from his client, as well as his Senior Counsel and does not wish to file any reply.  He has no objection to the transfer of these cases. Sh. G.S.Sandhu, APIO also states the same. The three cases AC-366/2009, AC-365/2009 and AC-550/2009 filed by appellant Sh. Sartej Singh Narula, Advocate and pending before the Bench, in respect of which transfer application dated 03.05.2010 has been filed are hereby placed before the State Chief Information Commissioner for transfer to any other Bench of the State Information Commission. In addition, a new case, no. 253/2010, which has been freshly entrusted to the Bench is also sent suo moto to the State Chief Information Commissioner for being suitably transferred from the Bench of the undersigned. In view of the Criminal Contempt Petition no. 08 of 2010 filed by the said Appellant against the undersigned, in an unrelated matter, stated to be pending before the Double Bench of Hon’ble 
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Justice Mr. Hemant Gupta and Hon’ble Justice Mr. Jaswant Singh, the undersigned naturally would not like to hear the present cases. 
2.

However, it is observed that while filing the said COCP the Appellant has not brought to the notice of the Learned High Court, that three Second Appeals filed by him in his personal capacity are on the anvil pending adjudication before the Bench of the undersigned.   









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Yogeshwar Vashist,

# B-1/1321, Mohalla Jattan,

Old Rajpura, District Patiala.


--------Appellant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o SDO, PSEB, Mohali


&
Appellate Authority-cum-Sr. XEN,

Sub Div. PSEB, Zirakpur.  


--------Respondent 






AC No-181-2010  

Present:
 None for Appellant.


Sh. Baldev Singh, Line man for APIO.

ORDER:



Sh. Baldev Singh, Lineman presented a letter dated 18.05.2010 stating that the APIO is busy because “last night our two feeders went faulty and we are still organizing rectifying the fault. Being public utility services we are to take care of the convenience of our customers”. Therefore, he requested for an adjournment, which is granted.  


Adjourned to 30.06.2010. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Gurinder Singh, 


R/o 189-L, Model Town, Ludhiana


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O XEN, Water Supply & Sewerage Board,  

Div No. 3, Ludhiana. 





____   Respondent 






CC No-582-2010      

Present:
Shri Gurinder Singh, complainant in person.

Er. Dharam Pal, APIO-cum-SDO, Water Supply and Sewerage Board, Div. No. 3, Ludhiana.
ORDER:


Shri Gurinder Singh’s complaint dated 4.12.09 received in the Commission on 15.2.10 with respect to his RTI application dated 12.9.08, made to the address of  PIO/XEN, Water Supply and Sewerage Board, Div. No. 3, Ludhiana, with due payment of fee was considered today in the presence of both parties. Earlier, notice of hearing was issued for 5.5.10 vide registered notice dated 17.3.10 to the wrong address(separate department). When informed by that office that the complaint do not relate to them, the notice was sent afresh, with full complaint papers  vide regd. notice dated 6.5.10. This has been duly received by the complainant but the representative of the PIO states that it has not been received by that office. The representative of the PIO states that he has taken all papers from the complainant today.

2.
The complainant states that vide covering letter dated 26.2.10, he has received the information and also  free of cost. But he stated that this is not complete, and that the information has been delayed by more than one and half years. He states that the information  is incomplete which can be proved  from earlier reference dated 7.11.08  received by him on 17.11.08 in which names of 12 contractors and works done through them had been given. 
3. The APIO-cum-SDO, Er. Dharam Pal is  hereby directed to produce the original papers asked for by the complainant in full(noting and correspondence),  in the Commission on the next date of hearing. Shri Gurinder Singh shall be 
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allowed to inspect the file on that day. He shall give a list of documents of which he requires photocopies, which should be got prepared and given to him the same day. The papers are required to be given with covering letter giving reference of number & date of his RTI application, containing index, duly page marked and attested, for which the seal of office should be carried by the official. The receipt of the applicant should be taken on the covering letter and copy of that should be placed on the record of the Commission.  

4.
As for the matter of delay, as  alleged by the applicant in accordance with his  RTI application dated 7.11.08, It is admitted by the Complainant that he received letter dated 07.11.2008 in response to his RTI application dated 12.09.2008 the concerned SDO had addressed the said letter to the XEN and had stated that   
 “it is added that before furnishing  any information under the above Act, clause 8(d) of the RTI Act may be co-related as this information includes commercial confidence of traders  records, disclosure of which may harm the competitive position of the third party in the agencies concerned as per your endst. No. 2638-39 dated 9.7.08. The agency was asked  to attend this office through his engineer and sign  some relevant  documents. He has not done so far. He may asked to give  present as well as permanent address of his Engineer and his whereabouts  first of all.  Sd/- SDE/Pb. Water Supply and Sew. Board. Div. No. 3, Ludhiana”
However, the XEN concerned vide his  endorsement  No. 4336 dated 18.11.08 has forwarded the letter in original stating “a copy is forwarded to Sh. Gurionder Singh, contractor, 189-L, Model Town, Ludhiana for information with reference to his letter dated 12.9.08. The detail of work got  done being executing by SDE 9th given on the overleaf. Any other information required may be asked for. Sd.- 17.11.08” 
5.
Shri Gurinder Singh has not mentioned this letter in his complaint. However, he admits that he has not got in touch with the XEN after he received 
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the letter. He did not write back to the XEN with reference to the same, pointing out that he wanted any more information for three months but has put in his complaint on 15.2.10, the Commission.   
6.
The undersigned is of the view that the reply had been duly given vide letter dated 07.11.2008, but the PIO who had overruled the objections/caution expressed by the SDO.  The applicant was asked to state if he needed more information, to which he did not reply. Therefore, I am afraid  that at this stage, it cannot be taken that the information is late by one and a half year, since  the PIO would definitely have gathered the impression that no more information was needed. 



Adjourned to 30.6.2010.
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Mangal Singh, 

S/o Sh. Nahar Singh,

V&PO Amargarh (Gyani Zail Singh Colony)

Tehsil Malerkotla Distt. Sangrur. 


--------Complainant   







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, PSEB,

Sub Div. Amargarh, District Sangrur.



____   Respondent 






CC No-600-2010      

Present:
Sh. Mangal Singh, complainant in person with Sshri Kapil Popli.

Shri Mukesh Kumar, SDO, PSEB Amargarh on behalf of the PIO/XEN, PSEB, Sub. Div. Amargarh.

ORDER:


The complaint of Shri Mangal Singh dated 22.1.2010 made to the Commission with reference to his RTI application dated 14.12.09, with due payment of fee, made to the address of SDO, PSEB Amargarh, was considered today in the presence of both parties. The complainant states that his application along with IPO rendered by him were returned by the AEE Amargarh vide Registered letter dated 30.12.09 stating that the applicant should send to the PIO/PSEB, the Mall Patiala and IPO addressed to the Accounts Officer Cash of the Head Office, Patiala who would duly ask for necessary action to be taken on this application. The complainant stated that the reply was unwarranted and the concerned office was doing “Tal Matol” and therefore filed a complaint on 22.1.2010 to the Commission. Upon the notice being sent from the Commission  for the first hearing on 5th May, the very same office of the AEE,  PSEB, Sub Division Amargarh sent the information along with the receipt signed by Sh. Mangal Singh and submitted a copy thereof to the Commission, along with receipt of the complainant, with the request that the matter may be filed. 
2.
The complainant states that  he has received the information to his satisfaction in respect of 6 points out of 11 points, but has received misleading 
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information in connection with points listed at No. 3,4,5,7 & 9 of his RTI application where the PIO has given nil reply. In point fact, in point No. 4, it is stated that copy of the bill has been given on the available  address of Sh. Ashwani Kumar whereas the address is missing. Explaining the implications further, the representative of Shri Mangal Singh stated that Sh. Mangal Singh being ‘Parwasi’  has been allotted “Sava Biswa” land by the  Panchayat of village Amargarh out of the Panchayat land, in which he has constructed boundary wall and one room. He has been applying for a meter since 2007, it is not being  given although his papers are complete with recommendation of the Panchayat. On the other hand, the meter of one Shri Ashwani Kimar has been installed on the outside of the boundary wall of his plot in his absence. The file where Shri Ashwani Kumar has applied for installation of meter is not being supplied stating that it is not available. It has not been disclosed who is making the payment towards electricity bills and the address of Sh. Ashwani is not being disclosed. He states that in this manner Shri Ashwani Kumar is trying to lay the claim on his property, although he has nothing to do with the same and Sh. Mangal Singh is the original allottee and in possession of this plot.  
3.
The PIO is hereby directed to immediately locate the original papers in respect of item No. 3,4,5,7 & 9. The Commission would further like to know  whether any amount is being deposited against the bills being issued  in the name of Shri Ashwani Kumar, (without address) and if so by whom or how? The  SDO explains that the bills are distributed by hand. If so, the address of the person should be supplied to whom they are being delivered and who is making payment for this particular meter. The previous location and the present location of the said meter should also be disclosed along with application for shifting it from the previous to the present place. These demands are not in his original RTI application but have been asked for by the Commission at its own level to satisfy itself that papers are not being purposely withheld at the behest of any  unscrupulous person with any motive. All out search should be made for original papers. If they do not become  available, responsibility should be fixed  for the 
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missing papers. If it is not possible to fix responsibility the PIO should consider to register an FIR.  The PIO should also see whether the said file can be reconstructed from the alternate sources.  The Commission would appreciate if a report on action taken  is submitted in writing, along with copies of full papers and the full original file pertaining to Meter No.0315 on the next date. 

Adjourned to 9.6.2010.

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.05. 2010   

(Ptk) 
